mainly based on a single data point with a 2σ uncertainty of more than 150 ppm;
23
• that the changes invoked in their climate runs to explain such large CO 2 shifts are highly 24 unlikely in reality and therefore suggest a more straightforward argument that such large 25 changes in CO 2 are also highly unlikely without invoking major, undocumented shifts in 26 the climate system;
27
• that in the comparison with the ice core data a full consideration of the gas enclosure 28 processes in the ice was not considered in context with the purported CO 2 data from the 29 stomatal record;
30
• that the simulations of oceanic flushing events produce carbon isotope changes in the 31 atmosphere well outside what has been measured.
32
Based on these observations we suggest that the authors should explore whether the stom-33 atal index may be influenced not only by CO 2 concentrations but also by local to regional 34 climate anomalies (such as changes in local temperature, relative humidity, etc.), which would 35 explain the synchronicity of changes in the stomatal index and local climate in their records in 36 a straightforward way.
38
We first scrutinize the stomata-based CO 2 data, which is characterized by substantial scatter.
39
The stomatal index (SI) data presented in Steinthorsdottir et al. (2013) , which were used in 40 2 the paper by Steinthorsdottir et al. (2014) , are based on a small number of leaf fragments 41 in each stratigraphic level of the core (see Fig. 5 in Steinthorsdottir et al., 2013 with the mean values and uncertainties as published in Table 3 of Steinthorsdottir et al. (2013) .
51
We also used their equation to calculate CO 2 :
with t for time, eH for "early Holocene", and SI for stomatal index. The result of our error analysis is shown in Fig. 1 Looking at the entire CO 2 data set of Steinthorsdottir et al. (2013) , the variability in Fig. 1 81 does not allow a rejection of the null hypothesis that all data points reflect the same CO 2 value.
82
In this case, the CO 2 maximum during the Allerød/YD boundary is in line with one or two 83 out of 31 data points being expected outside of the 95% probability range covered by the 2σ we must conclude that the stomata-based CO 2 reconstruction is not sufficiently precise to draw 101 4 any conclusions on centennial or even sub-centennial CO 2 variations. (Fig. 1) .
Due to the slow bubble enclosure process, the gas records in the ice are a smoothed represen- with EDC they also need to consider the smoothing due to gas enclosure. In Köhler et al. 
158
All other records also show an inferred prominent maximum in CO 2 of around 320 ppm be- To conclude, we believe that comparing stomata-based and ice core-based CO 2 data is an im- 
